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1.0 DECLARATI ON



1.1 SITE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Dover Air Force Base
WP 14 (D-4), LF 18 (D-10), ST 05 (JP-4),
and SS 27 (XYZ) Sites
Kent County, Del aware

1.2 STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPOSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected interimrenedial action for the
WP 14 (D-4) and LF 18 (D-10) Sites at the Dover Air Force Base, located in
Dover, Delaware. The interimremedial action for the WP 14 and LF 18 Sites
was chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnmental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 U S.C. Section 9601, et seq.
and to the extent practicable, the National O and Hazardous Substances
Pol I uti on Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300. Regarding Sites ST 05
(JP-4) and SS 27 (XYZ) however, it has been deternmined, as nore fully

di scussed in Section 2.11 (Explanation of Significant Changes), that CERCLA
authorities are not available to address the floating jet fuel at the
present time. Therefore,response actions at these Sites may proceed under
ot her, appropriate, authorities, e.g. Subtitle I (Underground Storage Tanks)
of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). This decision is
based on the adm nistrative record for these Sites.

The State of Delaware and EPA both concur with the sel ected renedy.
1.3 ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe WP 14 and LF
18 Sites, if not addressed by inplenmenting the response action selected in
this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an inmm nent and substantia
endangernment to public health, welfare, or the environnment.

1.4 DESCRI PTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The selected interimrenedy for these Sites addresses the long term
principal threat, continued ground water degradation, present at the WP 14
(D-4) and LF 18 (D-10) Sites. The principal conponents of the selected
remedy are as follows:

The installation of a punping unit or bailing of an existing on-site
well to recover and control the mgration of floating waste under each
Site;

The conpl etion of additional nonitoring and/or extraction wells as
needed to effectively withdraw the floating waste and to ensure
protectiveness of human health and the environnment and to control the
m gration of groundwater, respectively; and

The treatnment or disposal of the recovered floating waste and
entrai ned ground water

1.5 STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS



This interimaction is protective of human health and the environment,
conplies with Federal and State requirenents that are legally applicable or
rel evant and appropriate to this action, and is cost effective. Although
this interimaction does not fully address the statutory mandate for
permanence and treatnment to the maxi num extent practicable, this interim
action does utilize treatnment and thus furthers that aspect of the statutory
mandat e. Because this action does not constitute the final remedy for any
of the Sites, the statutory preference for renedi es that enploy treatnent
that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal elenent, although
partially addressed in this renedy, will be addressed by the final response
action. Subsequent actions are planned to address fully all the threats
posed by the conditions at these Sites.

Because this renedy will result in hazardous substances remai ning at the
Sites above health-based levels, a review will be conducted to ensure that
the renedy continues to provi de adequate protection of human health and the
environnment within five years after commencenent of the renedial action
Because this is an interimaction Record of Decision, review of these Sites
and of this remedy will be ongoing as EPA and the Air Force continue to
develop final renedial alternatives for each separate Site.

2.0 DECI SI ON SUMVARY
2.1 SITE NAME, LOCATI ON, DESCRI PTI ON

The Dover Air Force Base (DAFB) is located in Kent County, Del aware,
approximately 3.5 mles southeast of the City of Dover (DAFB is within the
city limts). Figure 1 presents the regional |ocation of DAFB. Bounded on
the southwest by the St. Jones River and Little Creek to the northeast, DAFB
covers approximately 4,000 acres of gently, rolling uplands, surrounded
primarily by cropland and wetl ands. Surface el evations range from 10 feet
Mean Sea Level (MSL) along the St. Jones River to 30 feet MSL al ong the
Base's western boundary. The maximum |l ocal relief is approximtely 12 feet
at the St. Jones River. Delaware has a continental type of climte, marked
by well defined seasons. The average yearly tenperature in Dover ranges
from45.8 to 66.5 F. The wettest nonths are April and May, averaging over 4
i nches of precipitation each nonth. The nean annual precipitation in the
Dover area is 44.44 inches.

Land uses in the vicinity of DAFB include single and nultifam |y residentia
areas, industrial zones, commercial |and along the ngjor highway (U S. Rte.
113), and extensive areas of open and agricultural |and. Natural resource

use in the area includes sand and gravel quarrying operations south of DAFB
and boating and fishing along the St. Jones River.

DAFB enpl oys approximately 5,000 nmilitary personnel and over 1,400
civilians. Base personnel live in large residential areas across U S. Rte.
113 and sout hwest of the Base across the St. Jones River. The City of Dover
is the | argest popul ation center and has the highest percentage of young
peopl e of the population centers surroundi ng DAFB. The hi ghest percentage
of people older than 65 are located in the town of Little Creek, 1 mle

nort heast of the Base.



The NW SE runway marks the surface water divide on Base, with drai nage
either to the north or south acconplished by overland flow to diversion
structures and then into area surface streans. The flowto the north is
into the Morgan and Pipe El m Branches of the Little River. Flowto the
south is into small tributaries of the St. Jones River. Mst streanms may
receive up to 75 percent of their base flow fromthe ground water discharge
of the Colunbia Aquifer, the water table aquifer under the Base.

The Cheswol d and Piney Point Aquifers are the primary water supply aquifers
in the Dover area, providing approximately 80 percent of the total municipa
and industrial water punped in Kent County. DAFB uses these two aquifers
for its water supply.

These aqui fers show no contamination in the Base area. The Col unbia
Aqui fer, consisting of fine-to-coarse sand with m nor clays, directly
underl ays the Base. The water table is shallow and as nmentioned earlier
provi des base flow for many streans.

Over the past fifty years, DAFB has managed and di sposed of hazardous wastes
in several different ways. There are 11 landfills on the Base, severa

st orage tanks, one abandoned waste water |agoon, 12 oil/water separators,
and several spill sites. The actions discussed in this Record of Decision
(ROD) cover releases of oily waste in two landfills. Figure 2 indicates the
| ocations of the four (4) areas, two of which are covered by this action

Floating waste is reported to exist in two areas at the Dover AFB. These two
areas are referenced as the W 14 (D-4) landfill, and the LF 18 (D10)
landfill (see Figure 3). Free product is reported to exist in two areas at
the Dover AFB. These two areas are referenced as the ST 05 (JP-4) Fue

Leak, and the SS 27 (XYZ) Fuel Punp Station (see Figure 3). This Interim
Action Record of Decision (ROD) addresses the floating waste at Sites WP 14
and LF 18. Renedi ation of Sites ST 05 (JP-4) and SS 27 (XYZ) cannot, at the
present time, proceed under CERCLA authorities because avail able information
i ndicates that the waste present at these Sites (jet fuel) would fall under
the "petrol eum excl usion" contained in Section 101(14) and (33) of CERCLA.
This issue is discussed nmore fully in Section 2.11 of this docunent.

As identified in past investigations, the WP 14 Site is relatively small,
restricted in area to less than 3 acres. The ground and surface near the W
14 Site is generally flat, with gentle undul ations and a snall drai nage
swal e leading to the north-northwest. The WP 14 Site is in an area prone to
standing water. A snmall drainage, the headwaters of the Pipe El m Branch
exists to the northwest of the Site. Intermittently during the year Base
personnel use this area for training, including canmping. Personnel my be
exposed to ground water discharging into the swale |eading to the Pipe Elm
Branch. The nearest nonmilitary population (a single small residence) is
approximately 1/2 mle off-Base.

The LF 18 Landfill underlays six acres presently covered by the Base golf
course. The ground surface is well maintained and slopes gently to the
nort hwest towards a snall drai nage and man-nmade pond. The surface waters
fromthis pond and drai nage are directed towards the St. Jones River.

Resi denti al base housing is located within 1/2 mle of the LF 18 Site in a
nort hwest direction beyond the surface water drainage.



The ST 05 Fuel Leak Site is an area of underground fuel supply lines in the
south central portion of the Base. The Site occurs along the aircraft
par ki ng apron between Buil di ngs 500 and 501

The entire area is relatively flat and paved with asphalt. Elevations range
from20 to 21 feet above MSL. Surface waters drain into a stormdrain and
are discharged fromthe Site into the North Drainage Ditch and then into the
Pi pe El m Branch.

A few Base personnel are stationed in the area during working hours,
otherwi se the area is renoved from personnel activities. Because the Site
is located in the central portion of the Base, residential areas are far
renoved.

The SS 27 Fuel Punp Station is at the northwest end of the Base, at the
farthest extent of the parking and refueling apron. Underground fuel Iines
connect the punp station to the X, Y, and Z refueling hydrants and pads.

The area around the SS 27 Site has controlled grading, with two | arge

drai nage ditches | ocated north and southeast of the Site, respectively.

Per sonnel on Base are present in the area during limted hours of the day.
An of f-Base residential area is |located approximately 1/2 nile to the
northwest. Gound water flowis estimated to be towards the St. Jones River
and may be discharging into wetlands along the river west of the Site.

2.2 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

DAFB began operations in Decenber, 1941 when the U S. Army Air Corps | eased
the Dover Municipal Airfield for use by Eastern Defense Command as a coasta
patrol base. |In August 1943, the m ssion of the field changed to an
operational training base for conbat training and the devel opnent of

ai rl aunched rockets.

The base was deactivated in Septenber 1946, but was periodically used by the
Air National Guard up to 1950. |In July, 1950 the base was reactivated and
desi gnated the Dover Air Force Base. In March 1952, acconpanying a transfer
of conmand to the MIlitary Air Transport Services, the base m ssion changed
fromair and | and defense to cargo operations. The base is at present a
menber of the Air Mbility Command and is equipped with C5 Galaxy aircraft
to provide global strategic airlift capability.

Hazar dous wastes have been handl ed in various manners at the base since
1941. From 1941 through 1963, landfills and/or pits | ocated al ong the
perimeter of the base were used as disposal sites for oils, paint, hydraulic
fluid, and solvents: conbustible chemicals such as oils, fuels, and solvents
were used at fire training areas: and waste water fromindustrial shops,
such as the engine buil dup shop and the plating shop, were discharged to a
storm drai nage ditch that enptied into a tributary of Little Creek.

During the 1950's and 1960's DAFB nmanaged its waste very differently then it
does now. On-site landfills, usually trench-type or large area fill-type,
were used for general trash and out-of-date or residual naintenance
supplies. Sonme areas were used for the disposal of solvent bath fluids and
oils. Previous investigations have identified several areas where there is



oily waste product floating on the water table.

The WP 14 (D-4) Site was used during the late 1950's for disposal of waste
sol vents, hydraulic fluids, waste oils, and other |iquid wastes, both
contai nerized and free, generated by shop operations taking place in the

i ndustrial section of the Base. The waste oils and materials were di sposed
of in an unlined trench, reported to be 20 feet wi de, 45 feet |long, and 10
feet deep. The trench was filled in and seeded over sonetinme during the
late 1960's.

The area around the WP 14 Site has been investigated during four previous
studies, starting as early as 1983 under the Air Force Installation
Restoration Program (IRP). Mre detailed studies with soil and sedi nent
sanpl i ng and groundwater anal ysis were undertaken in 1986 and 1989 during

| ater phases of the IRP. The |atest study was prepared in 1990 and provi ded
nore detail ed anal ysis.

Site LF 18 (D-10) is a forner landfill used during the 1950s for the
di sposal of general Base refuse, spent chemicals, and industrial shop
wastes. The landfill was closed and is currently covered by the Base golf

course. A dark brown heavy oil has been found in one nonitoring wel
installed to study the area.

The LF 18 landfill has been the focus of four studies by the Air Force under
the IRP and Site Investigation portion of the CERCLA progranms. The earli est
study is dated from 1983 and the npbst recent investigation included
additional soil sanpling in 1991

No renedi al or renmpval actions have been conducted at either the WP 14 or LF
18 Sites.

DAFB uses pipelines, feeder |lines, and storage tanks for all jet fuel (JP-4)
requi renents on Base. Delivery, storage, and handling of this jet fuel has,
over the years, led to various spills and | eaks. Previous investigations
have identified several areas where there is free product floating on the
wat er table at presuned |leak sites.

The ST 05 (JP-4) Site is related to | eaks fromthe fuel supply lines al ong
the aircraft apron. The supply lines have been in use for many years. There
is no information concerning | eaks fromthese lines in the early years.
After sone repairs were made to the supply lines and valves in early 1987,
there were at |east three | eaks reported during pressure testing of the
l'ines.

Al the | eaks were repaired, however the residual fuel in the soil was not
cl eaned up.

The area around the ST 05 Site was investigated as part of the Air Force's
IRP in 1989. During this investigation, the soil gas and ground water were
anal yzed, soil sanples were taken, and surface drai nage sedi ments were
tested.

The SS 27 (XYZ) Site is the main punping unit for the northwest end of the
refueling system DAFB personnel recall that a fuel spill did occur in the



area in the past, however the quantity that was spilled is unknown.
Additionally, a visual |ayer of fuel has been reported on rainwater in

near by manhol es. The Site was constructed in the late 1950's and has al ways
been used as a refueling area.

The SS 27 Site was investigated two tinmes under the Air Force's IRP. The
first study, in 1986 involved the collection of four ground water sanples, a
surface water sanple, and two sedi nent sanples. During the 1989 study a
total of eight ground water sanples and two surface water and sedi nent
sanpl es were taken, and a soil gas survey was undert aken.

No renedi al or renmpval actions have been undertaken at either the ST 05 or
the SS 27 Sites.

Enf orcenent Activities

In early 1989 Dover Air Force Base was listed on the National Priorities
List (NPL). The Air Force, EPA, and DNREC signed a |nteragency Agreenent
(IAG on June 29, 1989, under Section 120 of CERCLA. Additionally, EPA
i ssued a Corrective Action Permt pursuant to Sections 3004(u) and (v) of
RCRA whi ch defers corrective action under Subtitle C of RCRA to
i mpl ementati on of Renedial Actions under the | AG

2.3 HI GHLI GHTS OF COMMUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

There has been consistent community interest in the Dover Air Force Base NPL
site due to its proximty to and its potential inpact on the nearby city of
Dover.

In accordance with Sections 113 (k) (2)(B)(i-v) and 117 of CERCLA, 42 U S.C
Sections 9613 and 9617, Dover AFB and EPA held a public coment period from
June 12, 1992 through July 27, 1992 for the proposed interimrenedy at the
WP 14 (D-4), LF 18 (D-10), ST 05 (JP-4), and SS 27 (XYZ) Sites. The
Proposed Pl an was nmade available to the public for review at the Dover
Public Library during the entire comment peri od.

The notice of availability of this docunent, the comment period, and the
announcenent of the public neeting were published in the Del aware State News
dated June 11, 1992. Additionally, television coverage of renedia
activities at Dover Air Force Base was provided on June 23, 1992 and an
addi ti onal newspaper article, concerning the proposed interimaction, was
publ i shed on June 24, 1992.

A public nmeeting concerning the proposed renmedy for the four Sites was held
on June 25, 1992 at the Richardson and Robbins Buil ding at 89 Kings Hi ghway,
Dover, Kent County, DE. The neeting |lasted about one hour and there were
si x menbers of the public and press in attendance. Wth respect to the
proposed renedy for these Sites, however, there were few questions and
little community concern exists. All the questions fromthe public were
answered at the neeting. There was a follow up newspaper article, covering
the Public Meeting, published in the Del aware State News on June 26, 1992.

The Responsiveness Summary, at the end of this docunment, provides the
responses to all questions received fromthe public, either in witing or
during the public neeting.



2.4 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNI'T

This operable unit, floating waste, is one of several nmanagenent units for
the W 14 (D-4) and LF 18 (D-10) Sites, and addresses the floating wastes at
each Site. This interimaction renedy addresses the principal threats of
the floating waste: its potential migration or discharge to the

i nterconnecting surface waters near sone Sites; continued degradation of a
potential ground water source; and the discharge of volatile organic
compounds (VQOCs) though the surface soils.

The cl eanup objective of this interimaction is to imediately reduce the
vol une of waste floating on the ground water

The benefits of the interimaction include:

Reduci ng the vol une of the floating waste,

Cont ai ning the existing floating waste plune,

Limting the extent of future mgration and additional contani nation, and
Reduci ng VOC concentrations in soil gases.

This interimaction renmedy is consistent with an anticipated final renmedy
that will address the restoration of the ground water operable unit and

cl eanup the subsurface soils at the W 14 (D-4), LF 18 (D-10), ST 05 (JP-4),
and SS 27 (XYZ) Sites. Data generated during the inplenentation of the
interimaction will be utilized during the final renedy selection and this
data will be used to evaluate the potential aquifer response to renediation.
2.5 SITE CHARACTERI STI CS

WP 14 (D-4)

Site WP 14 was a liquid waste di sposal area located in the northeast area of
Dover AFB. It appears to have been a single trench, probably excavated in
the late 1950s to a depth of approximately 10 feet. The trench was used for
di sposal of liquids and waste oils generated during industrial shop
activities at Dover AFB. Mst of the liquid wastes were probably dunped
directly into the trench, however netal druns containing |liquids may al so be
buried in the trench

An ol d Liquid Fuel (JP-4) Pipeline is |ocated upgradient fromthe W 14
Site. The pipeline was investigated as a possible source. Two wells,

| ocat ed between the pipeline and the Site, have not detected contam nation
or floating wastes on the water table.

A brown floating waste oil was found in one nonitoring well in the W 14
area. Based on one year's (1991) neasurenments, the floating waste in the
monitoring well varied fromjust a strong petrol eum odor to a thickness of
over two feet. Floating waste thickness nmeasurenents taken in a nonitoring
wel | of small dianeter do not represent the potential thickness of the waste
on the ground water in the aquifer. Potential waste thicknesses in the
aquifer are a function of the type of floating waste, characteristics of the



aquifer, and the size of the nonitoring well. In July 1992, a series of
nmeasurenments and cal cul ati ons were nmade that indicated 0.45 feet of waste
floating on the ground water near this nonitoring well. At this tine,
because the extent of the floating waste in not known, there is not a firm
estimate of the volune of floating waste at the WP 14 Site.

Ground wat er analysis of sanples fromthe well containing floating waste
showed nmoderate to | ow benzene, ethyl benzene, and tol uene concentrations,
noderate to high 1,2 dichloroethene (1,2 DCE) |evels, and | ow

trichl oroethylene(TCE) and tetrachl oroet hyl ene (PCE) concentrations. The

| ast three conpounds are characteristic of solvents and not of a petrol eum
product .

Thi s observation, in conjunction with an analysis of the location of this
Site relative to other areas of contam nation at the Base (WP 14 is far
renmoved from other areas) |leads to the conclusion that the floating waste is
a source of hazardous substances contami nating the underlying groundwater

No anal ysis of the floating waste has been perfornmed. However, ground water
collected fromthe well at this Site contai ned substances (benzene, 1,2 DCE
PCE, and TCE) which are toxic and probably carcinogenic (all three are Cl ass
B2 carcinogens: Class B2 neans there is sufficient evidence of
carcinogenicity in animals to support an inference that the substance is a
probabl e human car ci nogen).

The floating waste at WP 14 was detected upgradient fromthe supposed

di sposal | ocation. However, an EPA review of aerial photography in the area
found the outline of a trench upgradient fromthe contani nated nonitoring
well. One of the primary objectives of the ongoing renedial investigation
is to determne the lateral and vertical extent of floating waste at WP 14.

Di ssol ved contani nants are being discharged with the ground water into the
Pi pe El m Branch | eading to environnental degradation and to potentia
exposure of base personnel if they were to drink the waters during field
exercises. At the present, the floating waste does not appear to be

m grating on the ground water away fromthe Site.

LF 18 (D-10)

Site LF 18 is a former landfill used during the 1950s for the disposal of
general Base refuse, spent chenicals, and industrial shop wastes. Four
trenches, sone up to 10 feet deep, may have been used to di spose of the
waste. An early study at this Site has shown that the trenches may be in
excess of ten feet deep. The landfill was covered during the construction
of theBase golf course.

A dark brown heavy oil was found in one of the nonitoring wells installed to
study the area. The thickness of nmeasured oil in the one nonitoring wel
varied slightly during the year (1991) of nonitoring from1.17 to 1.50 feet
thi ck. Again, thickness neasurenents in the nonitoring well do not represent
the potential thickness in the aquifer. Based on August 1992 neasurenents
and cal cul ations, the waste floating on the ground water in the aquifer near
this well is estinmated to be 0.13 feet thick

The full extent of floating waste contanmination at this Site has not been



determ ned and therefore the volunme cannot be estimated at this tine.

The ground water in the well containing floating waste has been anal yzed and
contains noderate to high |evels of TCE, noderate to |low levels of 1,4

di chl orobenzene and | ow benzene, ethyl benzene, and tol uene concentrations.
TCE and 1,4 dichl orobenzene are not associated with petrol eum products. This
observation, in conjunction with an analysis of the location of this Site
relative to other areas of contam nation at the Base (LF 18 is far renpoved
fromother areas) leads to the conclusion that the floating waste is a
source of hazardous substances contami nating the underlying groundwater

Anal ysis of the floating waste has not been perforned. However, the

contami nants di ssolved in the ground water collected fromthis wel

(benzene, 1,4 dichlorobenzene, and TCE) are carcinogenic (benzene is a Cl ass
A carcinogen: Class A neans there is sufficient evidence from

epi deni ol ogi cal studies to support a causal association between exposure and
cancer in humans. TCE, as described previously, is a Class B2 carcinogen)
and/ or toxic.

The floating waste at Site LF 18 is located in an upgradi ent position from
the former landfill trenches. The floating waste may be migrating off Base,
consi dering the base boundary is only 50 feet away. The ground water, with
di ssol ved contami nants, is discharging to surface water drainages and
possibly to the nearby wetl ands.

ST 05 (JP-4)

ST 05 Fuel Spill Site is located along the aircraft parking apron in front
of, or northeast of, Building 501. Leaks to the supply pipeline and
associ ated valve were repaired in 1987, but residual fuel in the soil was
not cl eaned up.

The novenent of the ground water at this Site is reported to be variable in
direction and gradient. This situation arises because Site ST 05 is |ocated
al ong one of the mmjor ground water divides that underlays the Base. In
June ground water flows to the north, while in August the flow nmay be

t owar ds the east-sout heast.

Tol uene, xylene, and total petrol eum hydrocarbons were detected in the
soils, sedinment, and ground water at the ST 05 Site. TCE, 1,2-DCE, 1, 1DCA
and carbon tetrachloride (CCL[4]) along with high concentrations of tota
pur geabl e hydrocarbons were detected in the ground water. There are two

wells, close to the fuel |ines, which detected floating product. No
anal ysis of the floating product was perforned, but because it is near the
fuel lines that were reported to have |leaked in the past, the floating

product at this Site is assuned to be JP-4 jet fuel

Based on one year's (1991) neasurenents, the thickness of the floating jet
fuel varied from approximately one foot to over 2.8 feet in both wells. No
measurenents were made of the potential thickness of the floating waste
hydrocarbon in the aquifer.

At this tinme there is not a good estimate of the total volunme of waste jet
fuel floating beneath the ST 05 Site. This floating product is, however,
very nobile and contains hazardous substances, such as benzene and tol uene.



As discussed in Sections 1.2 and 2.11, the renediation of Site ST 05 is not
addressed in this ROD. Renediation of this Site nust proceed, initially,
under other statutory authorities, such as Subtitle | of RCRA

SS 27 (XY2)

SS 27 Site is the main fuel punping station in the refueling hydrant system
on the Base.

The ground water at the SS 27 Site is contanminated with a dissolved plune
contai ning el evated | evel s of benzene, 1, 4-dichlorobenzene, ethyl benzene,
and xylene that exceed applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents,
such as the maxi num contam nant | evels pronul gated under the Safe Drinking
Wat er Act. Free-product was detected in two of the sanpling points, with a
maxi mum t hi ckness in the shallow nmonitoring well of over 11.0 feet of waste
jet fuel. The thickness of the floating product in one nonitoring wel
varied from6.3 to 11.1 feet over one year's (1991) nonitoring. No
measurenents or calcul ations of the potential floating waste thickness in
the aquifer near this Site were made. The extent of the floating waste jet
fuel plunme is not known at this tinme and therefore the volunme of the fuel to
be recovered has not been estinated.

The free product at the SS 27 Site is spreading under the Site and has been
detected in manhol e areas. Additionally, the dissolved plume fromthe
floating product may be migrating off-Base in the direction of the wetl ands
along the St. Jones River.

As discussed in Sections 1.2 and 2.11, the renediation of Site SS 27 is not
addressed in this ROD. Renediation of this Site nust proceed, initially,
under other statutory authorities, such as Subtitle | of RCRA

2.6 SUMMARY OF SITE RI SKS

For the Sites WP and LF 18, hazardous substances in the floating waste are
acting as a source of hazardous substances causing ground

wat er cont anmi nati on. Control and recovery of the floating waste in turn wll
reduce continued contam nation of these ground waters.

For the Sites ST 05 and SS 27, underground pipeline | eaks and jet fue
spills during aircraft refueling have resulted in the devel opnment of a
floating waste |ayer beneath the Sites. This floating |ayer of waste is
acting as a source of ground water contam nation. Reduction and control of
the floating product in turn will reduce continued contani nation of these
ground wat ers.

Table 1 summari zes the informati on devel oped for one sanpling round of the
floating waste thickness at each Site.

TABLE 1 ESTI MATED THI CKNESS OF FLOATI NG WASTE AT EACH SI TE
Esti mat ed

Moni t ori ng Fl oati ng Waste
Site Wel | Nunber Dat e Thi ckness Comment



WP 14 13 8/8/91 0.4 feet (Brn. G 1)

LF 18 07 J 8/9/91 0.3 feet (Brn. GO1)
ST 05 55 P 8/ 8/ 91 0.5 feet Pi ezonet er

68 S 8/8/91 0.5 feet (Jet Fuel)
SS 27 59 S 8/ 8/91 1.6 feet (Jet Fuel)

The soils i medi ately above the water table have been saturated with
floating waste at the WP 14 and LF18 Sites. This soil contam nation wll
continue to act as a source of |eachable constituents for future ground
wat er contam nation, even after the floating waste is renoved.

This interimaction renmedy will control the mgration potential of the
floati ng waste thereby reducing the devel opnent of additional soi
contam nation at Sites WP 14 and LF18.

Actual or threatened releases from Sites WP 14 and LF 18 of hazardous

subst ances associated with the floating waste, if not addressed by

i mpl enmenting the interimaction selected in this Record of Decision, may
present an inmmi nent and substantial threat to public health, welfare, or the
envi ronnent .

In sutmmary, the rempoval of floating waste will reduce a principal threat of
conti nued ground water degradation, and a potential threat of subsurface
soil contamination at Sites WP 14 and LF 18.

2.7 DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

CERCLA requires that each selected Site renmedy be protective of human health
and the environment, conply with applicable or relevant and appropriate
requi renents (ARARs), utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent
t echnol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi num ext ent
practicabl e, and be cost effective.

As discussed previously, it has been determ ned that CERCLA authorities are
not available at Sites ST 05 (JP-4) and SS 27 (XYZ) at the present tine.
Therefore, the follow ng discussion does not apply to these Sites.

This section sumuarizes the three alternatives reviewed for analysis and
fulfillment of applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenments. The
selected alternatives for the renoval of floating waste at the identified
Sites include:

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Bi or enedi ati on

Al ternative 3: Punpi ng/ Bai l i ng with of f-Base
Di sposal

2.7.1 ALTERNATIVE 1



The Superfund programrequires that a "no action" alternative be eval uated
at every site to establish a baseline of conparison. |If this alternative is
sel ected then, as the nanme inplies, no renedial action would be undertaken
at this time. The site conditions would remain as they are and the
qualitative risks discussed above would continue. The threat to human

heal th and the environment would not be reduced. 2.7.2 ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2, biorenmediation, is the process of using mcroorganisns to
convert the hazardous chemicals into harm ess materials. The process
requires suitable mcrobes that can bi odegrade or transformthe wastes and a
"good" growth environnment for the microbes. The growh environment includes
such factors as a favorable tenperature range, a supply of inorganic
nutrients, the proper pH range, and the reduction of conpetitor or predator
ni croor gani sns.

The advantage of biorenediation, if it could work at the Sites, is that it
is a destruction technology or treatnent which elininates the hazardous
waste and | eaves only harm ess substances. Two other advantages of

bi orenedi ation are that it requires only mninmal site disruption and that
there are | ow costs associated with the treatnent of the waste on site, if
the soils are not saturated wi th hydrocarbons.

Bi orenedi ation, as an alternative for these Sites would require increasing

t he nunber of nicrobes adapted to the existing Site conditions and the
installation of at | east two new wells to provide oxygen and inorganic
nutrients to the microorganisns. This process would require above ground
punpi ng and storage systens for these materials. The start-up tine for this
process would be lengthy. Additionally, a major drawback for biorenediation
at the Sites is that the mcrobes are not effective when the hydrocarbons
saturate the soils and exi st as a separate phase.

2.7.3 ALTERNATIVE 3

Under Alternative 3, floating waste would initially be recovered fromthe
exi sting nonitoring wells, using a punp or hand bailer on at |east a weekly
basis. Floating waste recovered at Sites LF 18 and WP 14 woul d be taken to
the RCRA pernmitted storage area (Bldg. 1306). The waste would be anal yzed
for hazardous constituents/substances and suitability for energy recovery,

and then di sposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. |f the test
results indicate that hazardous waste or hazardous constituents are present
then the material would be disposed of in accordance with RCRA. |f the test

results do not indicate the presence of hazardous wastes or hazardous
constituents, then the waste would be utilized in an energy recovery (heat)
facility.

Al'l produced ground waters woul d be either discharged to a constructed
septic system (an infiltration trench), pernmitted by the State, or into a
drai nage ditch if the contam nant concentrations are belowthe limts
required by a NPDES pernmit. Appropriate consideration will be provided to
control the escape of volatiles fromthe recovered ground water during its
di sposal. A control mechanism m ght involve a cover over the infiltration
trench.

As additional information is devel oped during the next phase of the renedia



i nvestigation, other nechanisns for collecting the floating waste at each
Site woul d be consi dered.

These net hods might include trenching to collect the floating waste,

foll owed by skimer punping to an oil/water separator and then of f-Base

di sposal of the waste at a pernitted facility and discharge of the recovered
ground water as outlined above. |If the field data indicate that a new,
separate punping well would be nore effective, then a dual punp or single
punp recovery well nay be installed to optim ze renoval of the floating
waste. Under this nethod, the recovered fluids would be handled the sane
way as the oil and water renpved fromthe above-described trench

2.8 SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

The proposed renedial action alternatives described above were eval uat ed
under the nine criteria in the NCP, 40 CFR 300.430(e)(9). These nine
criteria can be further categorized into three groups: threshold criteria,
primary bal ancing criteria, and nodifying criteria, as foll ows:

THRESHOLD CRI TERI A
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent
This criterion addresses whether a renedy provi des adequate
protection and descri bes how ri sks posed through each pat hway
are elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatnent

engi neering controls or institutional controls.

Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents
( ARARSs)

This criterion addresses whether a renedy will neet all the
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenments of other
Federal and State environnmental statues or provide grounds
for an ARARs wai ver.

PRI MARY BALANCI NG CRI TERI A

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Permanence

This criterion references the magni tude of residual risks and
the ability of the renmedy to provide continued protection of
human heal th and the environment once cl eanup goal s have been
nmet .

Reducti on of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volunme Through Treat nment

This criterion highlights the objective that treatnent
t echnol ogi es shoul d be enployed as a renedy at the Sites.

Short-Term Ef fecti veness

This criterion covers how fast a renedy may achieve its goals
and if a renmedy potentially can create adverse human health



and
envi ronnental inpacts during inplenentation of the renedy.

| mpl ementability

This criterion references the technical and adm nistrative
feasibility and practicability of the remedy.

Cost

This criterion covers capital and operation and nai nt enance
costs and can be discussed in a conparative fashion.

MODI FYI NG CRI TERI A
Community Acceptance

This criterion insures that the public was inforned and
provi ded coment on the proposed plan or RI/FS report.

St ate Acceptance

This criterion indicates that the State and support agencies
have revi ewed, conmented on, and concur with the proposed

pl an
or RI/FS report.

These evaluation criteria, which neasure the overall feasibility and
acceptability of the renmedy, relate directly to requirenents in Section 121
of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9621. Threshold criteria nmust be satisfied in
order for a renmedy to be eligible for selection. Primary balancing criteria
are used to weigh major trade-offs between alternatives.

State and comrunity acceptance are nmodifying criteria formally taken into
account after public comment is received on the Proposed Pl an.

The conparative evaluation of alternatives foll ows.

2.8.1 Overall Protection. Alternatives 2 and 3 will provide an acceptable
| evel of protection of human health and environnmental safety by elimnmnating
the principal threats through contam nant source reduction and treatnent.

Because the "no action" alternative is not protective of human health and
the environnment, it is not considered further in this analysis as an option
for these sites. 2.8.2 Conpliance with ARARs. All acceptable alternatives
woul d neet their respective applicable or relevant and appropriate

requi renents of Federal and State environmental |aws.

Table 2 identifies the list of ARARs that were reviewed as part of this
criterion.

2.8.3 Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence. Alternative 3 will greatly
reduce the risks presented by the continuation of a floating | ayer of waste
beneath the sites.



The reduction in the volunme of waste and in the physical (hydraulic

gradient) control of the spread of the contaminant |ayer will have |ong-term
effects at each Site. However, this is only an interimrenedial action to
effect the source of the potential risks and the final renmedy sel ected at
the Sites will provide a nore permanent reduction in overall risks.
Alternative 2, after full inplenmentation, would naintain a reliable nmeasure
of overall protection. However, Alternative 2 does not provide a physica
control on the gradient of the floating waste.

2.8.4 Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune Through Treatnment.
Alternative 3 reduces toxicity and nmobility of the floating waste by vol une
reduction. Alternative 2 would reduce toxicity, nobility, and volune by in-
situ treatnent.

2.8.5 Short-termEffectiveness. Alternative 2 will require the disruption
of present surface operations over a longer period then Alternative 3. The
overall effectiveness of Alternative 2 is only realized after renoval of the
free product and the m crobes have becone acclinmated after the addition of
oxygen and other nutrients. Since the soils are saturated with floating
product, biorenmediation (Alternative 2) is not an appropriate technol ogy at
this tinme.

Alternative 3 will produce an inmedi ate reduction in the volune offree
product. However, this alternative nmay increase the risk to human health and
the environnment over the short term because of the increase in handling and
di sposal of the hazardous naterials.

This increase in short termrisk will be nmanaged by cl ose nonitoring of
personnel involved in the renmoval process, inspection of storage and
transfer facilities, and the use of appropriate equipnent.

TABLE 2
POTENTI AL APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS
( ARARS)
TYPE OF ARAR ARAR REQUI REMENT
CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C None Ri sk-based soil action |eve
based on worker exposure.
Soi|l concentrations which wll
not result in | eachate or
ground wat er concentrations
greater than MCLs.
LOCATI ON- SPECI FI C None None
ACTI ON- SPECI FI C
No Action None None

Bi ot r eat ment None None



Renmoval of
Fl oati ng Waste

Transport and
Di sposal of
Fl oati ng Waste

Di sposal of
Ef f | uent

Recovery Wel |
Installation

Ground Wat er
Punpi ng Over
100, 000 GPD

Del awar e UST
Act (7 Del.
Code Ch. 74)

Saf e Drinking
Wat er Act

Del awar e
Hazar dous
Wast e Manage-

ment Act (7 Del.

Code Ch. 63)

Cl ean Water
Act NPDES

Del awar e \Water
Wl
Construction
(January 1987)

Del aware Ri ver
Basi n Comm

Conpact (7 Del.

Del awar e UST Regul ati ons
Part B, Section 4

MCLs and MCLGs (40 CFR Part
141)

Protecti on of ground
wat er (Del. Haz. Waste Rul es
Parts 264, 265)

Del. Haz. Waste Rul es
Parts 262, 263, 264, 265
and 268)

Del . Water Pollution
Control Regul ati ons

Well pernmits, submttal of
construction/ abandonnent
records, licensing drillers,
and prevent ground water
pol I uti on.

Del . River Basin Conm ssion
Water Quality Regul ations

Code 6501)

2.8.6 Inplenmentability. Alternative 3 requires a mninum of equi pment and
supplies to operate. The existing wells at each Site could be utilized, the
waste will be stored while undergoing Site could be utilized, the waste wil |
be stored while undergoing tests, and woul d be di sposed of off-Base by the
Base waste and/or hazardous waste contractors. RCRA permits are in place
for storage of the waste and mani fests would be used for all off-Base

shi pments. Contani nated ground water recovered with the floating waste woul d
be di scharged under State permt, to a constructed septic system
(infiltration trench) or, if allowed, discharged to a drainage ditch

Alternative 2 is nore difficult to inplenent because of the new wells and
the required above ground delivery system Additionally, Alternative 2
woul d require the enhanced growm h of microorgani sns acclimted to the

exi sting Site wastes and environnent.

2.8.7 Cost. Costs have been conpared on a relative, qualitative basis for
the limted options considered. Alternative 2 would be the nbst costly,
because it involves the installation of new wells; devel opnent of a storage,
supply, and delivery system for oxygen and nutrients, and continued
monitoring. Total costs estimated for inplenmentation of Alternative 2 are
$300, 000 to $600,000. Alternative 3 is generally considered to require |ess
capital investnment and operation and mai ntenance costs (Total estimted
costs = $150, 000 to $400, 000).



2.8.8 State Acceptance. The State of Del aware, after review of the
Proposed Pl an, concurs with the preferred alternative

2.8.9 Conmunity Acceptance. Conmunity acceptance of the preferred
alternative was eval uated after conments received concerning the Proposed

Pl an. Community acceptance is outlined in the Responsiveness Sunmary of this
Record of Deci sion.

2.9 SELECTED REMEDY

Based on the above analysis of alternatives and the Iinmted scope of this
interimremnmedial action, the Air Force has deternined that Alternative 3
(Recovery of Floating Waste) is the nost effective and appropriate option at
the WP 14 and LF 18 Sites. The EPA and DNREC concur with this determ nation.

Alternative 3 involves recovery of floating waste fromthe WP 14 and LF 18
Sites and off-Base disposal of this waste. Initially, the floating waste
wi |l be punped and/or bailed fromexisting nonitoring wells. The recovered
waste material will either be stored at Buil ding 1306, the hazardous waste
storage area, or in drums at specific Sites. After testing of the floating
waste, it will be disposed of off-base either for energy recovery or
according to RCRA regul ati ons.

This alternative appears to provi de the best bal ance of tradeoffs anong the
listed evaluation criteria and the nmandate for permanence and alternative
treatment.

This alternative calls for the design and inplenmentation of an interim
remedi al action as a source control to protect human health and the
environnent. The goals of this interimaction are to reduce the spread of
the plumeof floating waste, to recover as nmuch floating waste as is
practicabl e through punping, and to collect data on aquifer and contani nant
response to these renedi al neasures.

The ultimate | evel of renediation to be attained will be determned in a
final renmedial action for source control at these Sites. This renedia
action will be monitored carefully to deternmine the feasibility and

practicability of recovering floating waste hydrocarbon and to ensure that
the floating plune is contained. After the period of tine necessary, in the
Air Force's, and EPA's judgnent, to arrive at a final decision for the
Sites, a final Record of Decision for source control, which specifies the
ultimate goal, renedy, cleanup levels for the soils at each Site, and
anticipated tine-franes will be prepared.

Upon conpl etion of the renmedial investigation/feasibility study, this
interimsystem may be incorporated into the design of the Site renedy
specified in the final action Record of Decision

A nonitoring program shall be devel oped to evaluate the extent to which the
floating waste extraction under this interimrenedial action perfornms.

2.10 STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS



To nmeet the statutory requirenents of CERCLA Section 121, the sel ected
remedy must:

Be Protective of Human Health and the Environnent;
Conmply with ARARs;
Be Cost Effective;

Utilize Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogies to
t he Maxi mum Extent Practicable; and

Satisfy the Preference for Treatnent That Reduces Toxicity, Mbility,
or Volune as a Principal Elenent.

The description of how the selected Alternative fulfills these requirenents
foll ows.

Protective of Human Heal th and t he Environment

This selected Alternative will inplenment an interimrenedial action that is
protective of human health and the environnent. The recovered floating
waste will also be handl ed, stored, and treated in a protective manner.
Waste recovery by punping or bailing at these Sites will require that
personnel be outfitted in full protective gear including full face air
purifying respirators. Wen punping is enployed, explosion proof punps wll
be used.

Conmply with ARARs

The interimrenedial action will conply with Federal and State applicable or
rel evant and appropriate requirenents.

Cost Effective

The selected interimrenedial action is cost effective and in ternms of tine
for effective reduction of the potential threat at the Sites, it is a very
reasonabl e value. The cost of inplenentation of the selected alternative is
esti mated to be between $150, 000 and $400, 000.

Utilize Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogies

The goals of this interimrenmedy are to renove waste floating on the water
table, to renopve some contam nant mass, and to reduce the spread of
cont am nati on.

This interimrenedial action will be nonitored carefully to determ ne the
feasibility of achieving an optimal |evel of reduction of floating waste.
These actions are in furtherance of the mandate for permanence and treat nent
to the maxi mum extent practicable.

Satisfy Preference for Treatnent that Reduces Toxicity, Mbility, or Vol une

This interimrenedial action is of |linmted scope and addresses a specific



conponent for contam nant source control at the WP 14 and LF 18 Sites. The
Alternative will reduce the nmobility and volunme of the floating waste. The
ultimate | evel of renediation to be attained at these Sites will be
deternmined in a final renedial action.

The statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnment, that reduce
toxicity, nobility, or volune, although partially addressed in this interim
remedi al action, will be addressed by the final response action. Upon

conpl etion of the next phase RI/FS, this interimsystem may be incorporated
into the design of the site renedy specified in the final action ROD

2.11 EXPLANATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

Only one significant change fromthe proposed plan has been nmade. Jet fuel
detected floating on the water table at the ST 05 and SS 27 Sites is subject
to the "petrol eum excl usion" under CERCLA. CERCLA response actions are
limted to rel eases of hazardous substances and/or pollutants or

contami nants. The definitions of these ternms do not include "petrol eum

i ncluding crude oil or any fraction thereof [e.g. jet fuel] which is not
specifically listed or designated as a hazardous substance under [CERCLA]."
Section 101(14) and (33) of CERCLA. Although hazardous substances have been
detected in ground water beneath the ST 05 (JP-4) and SS 27 (XYZ) Sites, on
the basis of information presently available, it cannot be deterni ned that
the jet fuel released at these Sites contains |evels of hazardous substances
whi ch woul d renmove the jet fuel fromthe petrol eum exclusi on of CERCLA.
Therefore, renediation of jet fuel contam nation at these Sites may not
proceed, initially, under this ROD but nust take place under other statutory
authorities, e.g. Subtitle |I of RCRA (Underground Storage Tanks).

Al so, reflecting the above di scussion, the name of the selected renmedy has
been changed from FREE PRODUCT RECOVERY WP 14 (D-4), LF 18 (D-10), ST 05 (JP
-4) AND SS 27 (XYZ) SITES to RECOVERY OF FLOATI NG WASTE WP 14 (D-4) AND LF
18 (D-10) SITES.

Renmedi ati on of the ground water and soil at these Sites will be the subject
of a subsequent ROD(S).

3.0 RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

A responsiveness summary is required to provide a sunmary of the citizen
comments and concerns about the Sites, raised during the public coment
period, and the responses to those concerns. All coments sunmarized in
this docunment have been considered in evaluating the final decision of the
interimrenedial action for the Sites.

Thi s responsiveness sunmary for the waste recovery at four Sites on Dover
Air Force Base is divided into the follow ng sections:

Section A Overview - A description of the selected renedy and community
reaction to the sel ected renedy.

Section B: Background of Conmunity Invol venent and Concerns - A brief
hi story of community interest in the Free Product Recovery project and Dover
Air Force Base.



Section C.  Summary of Public Conments and Air Force Responses Replies to
public comments.

Section D: Renedi al Designs/Renedial Action Concerns - Discussion of public
concerns which have a bearing on the renmedial action.

A.  Overview

The Proposed Interim Renmedial Action Plan (1 RAP) was released to the public
for review and comment on June 12, 1992. This date nmarked the opening of
the public comment period on the alternatives detailed in the Proposed Pl an
A public notice was published June 12, 1992 which identified Alternative 3
as the preferred remedial alternative. This alternative is described on
Page 12 of the proposed IRAP. It includes the punping and/or bailing of the
floating free product fromthe ground and recycling of recovered fuel and

di sposal of other recovered products.

The limted conments received fromthe public suggest that area residents do
not object to the preferred alternative. However, there is concern that the
preferred interimrenedial action does not address the possibility of
cont ami nat ed groundwater or surface water migrating offsite. The Air Force
conducts quarterly nmonitoring of surface water and is continuing an

i nvestigati on of base-wi de groundwater to address this concern.

B. Background of Comrunity Invol vemrent and Concerns

Sites WP14 (D-4) and LF18 (D-10) were trenches which were used for the

di sposal of waste solvents, waste petroleum and other shop wastes during
the 1950's. After disposal activities ceased at these sites they were filled
with local soil and seeded with grass. LF18 is now part of the base golf
course. The hydrant fueling systemfor refueling of the jet aircraft at the
base was installed at the site STO5 (JP-4) in 1957 and at the XYZ fue
punpi ng station (site SS27) in 1960. Those systens are still in use and are
pl anned for replacenent starting in 1993.

In 1982 the United States Departnent of Defense (DOD) inplenmented the
Installation Restoration Program (IRP) to identify and eval uate

envi ronnental contami nation and associ ated public health hazards at DOD
facilities resulting from past operations and waste handling/disposal. An
Installation Assessnent (Phase | - Records Search) was conpl eted for Dover
AFB in 1983. This study indicated a potential for contam nation from past
and/or current facility operations at a nunber of sites, including the four
sites of concern in this interimrenedial action. Two successive Renedia

I nvestigation (RI) Studies were conpleted in 1986 and 1989 by Sci ence
Applications International Corporation (SAIC) and E. C. Jordan. These RI's
confirmed thepresence of contanmination in the soil and groundwater

The interi mrenedial action was proposed to reduce the current contam nation
| evel and prevent the spread of the contamination. A proposed interim
remedi al action plan was devel oped which recomended sel ecti on of
Alternative 3 (See Overview, Paragraph A, above).

In addition, a public neeting was conducted on June 25, 1992 and a public



comment period was established fromJune 12, 1992 through July 27, 1992.

The Public Affairs Ofice at Dover AFB issued press rel eases detailing IRP
progress. Coverage in the two daily newspapers serving the Dover area has
usual ly been front page, but the issues tend to dissipate within a few days
due to a relatively low | evel of comunity concern. The start of renedia
activities at Dover AFB could increase comrunity concern.

C. Summary of Public Conments and Air Force Responses

The majority of the comments revol ved around surface water and groundwater
conditions. Additional questions concerned efforts to identify all possible
contami nation sources on the base and the fundi ng source used by the base
for clean up. (See Public Meeting Mnutes attached). No written comments
were received.

D. Renedi al Design/ Renedi al Action Concerns

The only comment regarding inplementation of the renmedi al action was about
the di sposal of the recovered floating waste.

Air Force Response: The waste renoved fromthe nonitoring wells will be
stored and analyzed to deternmine if the floating waste contains other toxic
materials. If the floating waste contains other toxic materials, it would be
di sposed of as hazardous waste by Dover Air Force Base through a |licensed
contractor. If the floating waste does not contain hazardous wastes or
constituents then it can be disposed of through recycling.

APPENDI X A
PUBLI C MEETI NG M NUTES

Public Meeting M nutes on the

Interim Action Proposed Plan for

Free Product Recovery at Sites

WP14 (D4), LF18 (D10), STO05 (JP-4), and SS27 (XYZ)
Dover Air Force Base, Del aware

Date: 25 June 1992

Time: 1900

Location: Richardson and Robbins Bl dg Auditorium
89 Ki ngs Hi ghway

Dover DE 19903

PUBLI C MEETI NG M NUTES

Capt Geisel: Chief of the 436th Airlift Wng Public Affairs office of Dover
Air Force Base. | would |ike to welcome you all here tonight. Tonight
we're here to discuss the InterimAction for four sites for the renoval of
free product and if that's not why you're here tonight your at the wong

nmeeting and we'll give you the chance to |eave right now - what we'll do is
--1"1l introduce Col Capps in just a nonent and we'll have a briefing we'l
i ntroduce our panel to answer - then we'll have a question and answer

period. And that's pretty much how we'll do things...At this time I'd like



to introduce Col Tom Capps who's the Base Civil Engineer, we'd like to have
some wel com ng comments from him

Col Capps: Let nme just echo Capt Geisel's welconme to everyone who is here
tonight. As the Base Civil Engineer, Col Mke Mffitt the Commander of the
Airlift Wng of Dover has invited nme to cone and represent him And tonight
we want to make the public presentation of the plan the base has for four of
the sites on the base that we want to clean up and to give everyone an
opportunity to ask questions and to make inputs. Dover is taken the lead in
envi ronnental cleanup and we're really proud of what we've acconplished in
the |l ast year or so. About a year and a half ago we had one maybe two
people in the Environnental O fice and now we have seven and we | ook to
havecl ose to thirteen people working in our Environnental Engineering Ofice
within a year. So we take it very seriously. W' ve been identified as the
Model Environnental Installation for the Air Mbility Command, and as the
nodel installation we are taking efforts to do things right and teach other
Bases throughout the Air Force howto do things right. So it is ny pleasure
to be here and represent Col Mffitt. W'd really Iike to encourage your

i nputs and your questions. Thank you.

Capt Geisel: At this tine Il'd like to introduce Matt Parker who is the
chief of the Environnental Planning Branch at Dover Air Force Base who'l
brief us on the proposed site.

Matt Parker: Good Evening my nane is Matt Parker, |'m Chief of

Envi ronnental Pl anning at Dover Air Force Base. This evening |I'd like to
take about fifteen mnutes to give you a brief introduction and to expl ains
the proposed plan we have initiated for an interimrenedial action at four
sites on the base. This evening I'll be going through these subjects: Base
Hi story-cover sonme of the contaminant sources that have resulted in what

we' re cleaning up; Environmental Hi story-we'll go through the proposed plan
and the reason we're here this evening and we'll also introduce the third
alternative of this project and finally I'Il discuss future environnmenta

i ssues that will be undertaken at Dover. Just a little bit about the Base,
in Dec 1941 the Base was initiated fromthe Dover Minicipal Airport. It was
initiated because of the war and coastal defense. From 1943 till the end of
the war it was P47 training base and also used to develop air |aunch rockets
and nost of these over the course of time have contributed to some of our
contami nation sources that you'll see later in program |In 1946 the Base
was deactivated and then reactivated in 1950. Since 1952 the Base has been
primarily a cargo Air Force Base.

A lot of the acronyns have changed - what the base was called, andsince 1
June we are Air Mbility Command so if you hear MAC or MATS we are Air
Mobility Comrand.

Qur contani nated sources have resulted fromaircraft operations and

mai nt enance. Everybody at the base is there for one reason and that is to
support the aircraft in the Mssion that those aircraft support. W had
landfills throughout the course of tinme, in the early 50's 60's and even
into the md 70's landfills were a comon di sposal practice throughout the
United States. W' ve also had spills and | eaks and nost of these have been
in our jet fuel system As you can see the next four itenms are the prine
contam nant sources. O these four, petrol eum products are the major



sources that we'll be addressing in our proposed plan. Jet fuel is the

primary contam nant that we do have. W do about 60 million gallons per
year of jet fuel business -- Mst Businesses consider if they have 1% error
rate, they have good error rate. 1% of 60 mllion gallons is a |large

problem We don't even |look at 1% work, we address a tenth of a percent.

We have routine mai ntenance checks to nake sure the integrity of the

ti ghtness of the fuel lines and tanks is also tested. W' ve had sone

sol vents that have been di sposed of in sone of the landfills as we di scussed
about in a few mnutes. W also have several sites that have some heavy
metals for plating operations. Qur plating operation were closed in 1985
and we finally disposed of the |last sources |last year. W also had sone
pesticides and these were used to control insects on base.

Alittle bit about our environmental history: |In Cctober 1983 we began what
was called a prelimnary assessnent through the Superfund process. |In the
Air Force we have our own acronym it's called the Installation Restoration
Program because it's funded separately and then is not subject to use of
Superfund nmonies. |In 1984 the Base was nominated for NPL status that was
based on EPA's evaluation of our prelimnary assessment. The next nmjor
items yousee on the slide address studies that have been undertaken since
then. We've had major site investigations and renedi al investigations at a
nunber of sites and conpiled a fairly significant anount of analytical data.
Al of this data was rolled over into one product in June 1991 in a product
we call the Current Situation Report. Since that was initiated we've
identified data gaps in the data that we'd collected previously. W've
initiated a final studybase a Basew de studybase and we'll be undertaking
that within the next several nonths.

The final itemon here is an action we're undertaking right nowthis is a
remedi al design that has been conpleted and renedi al action is underway in
Fire Training Area 3 and if | could just take a few minutes to put through
sonme slides | can show you sonme of what we're doing out there. This is what
the site looked like originally. There were dunpsters that were set up in
the shape of a cross used to sinulate an aircraft burning. That's a close
up you see that's a berned - burned area that fuel was introduced to and an
ignition source was provided and it was set on fire. The fire departnent
practiced putting it out. This is sone of the contam nation that over the
course of about fifteen years leached into the soil and this is what we have
removed. This is where the soil had been stockpiled on plastic before it
was transported to the industrial incinerator in Virginia. Al the tine
that we were excavating we were continually sanpling to nake sure that we
adhered to the criteria that had been established in the sane kind of
docunent that we're presenting today and a proposed plan and a ROD. This is
a picture of a underground storage tank that had been on site, used to store
the fuel. This is after we tested the soil and found out that we'd renoved
all contamination. ... The backfill ... conpacted the soil ... and finally
got back ton established grade. W'Il end up putting a cover of topsoil on
it, reseeding it, and then we will have cleaned up the soil at the site

The proposed plan is really why we are here this evening this is an issue
for public comment. The public comment period is 12 June through 27 July.
That's why we're here tonight, to see if there is any inputs fromyou and
the community. This will renmove floating products fromfour sites and |'|
discuss this in just a second. This is the interimrenedial action and that



is sonmething | want to nake clear. This is not a final action this is just
a first step. We're going to renpve the product and once we've done that
we're going to look at renediation of soil and renediation of ground water.

The four sites that we're |l ooking at are: W14 we'll call D-4, this was a
landfill that was developed in the 1950's for liquid waste di sposa
material. You can see there is nothing obnoxious there, no druns sticking

up out of the ground, this was covered up and landfilled. W've have about
forty wells in that area that we use to characterize the groundwater. W
have reported product in less than two wells there. The next site D10 is

also a 1950's landfill, as you can see nowit's a golf course, it's nunber 9
fairway at Dover Air Force Base. This was used for municipal refuse and al so
i ndustrial shop waste. It was generated through the maintenance and

operational activities of the aircraft, C-5s and 141's. Again we have a
nunber of wells on this site to characterize the product. W've detected
the product from3 to 4 inches to about a foot and a half.

The third site is called JP-4 site is the result of jet fuel leaks in the
hydrant system and valve failures. That is we've a jet fuel delivery system
so that aircraft can be refueled on site and they've been a nunber of [|eaks
and breaks in there and as | get into the future initiatives one of the
things that we have right now is an approved product, project for 15 mllion
dollars to replace the hydrant fuel system The site is just off the
parki ng apron as you can see the aircraft. They're |arge enough that you
have to take the fuel to them you can't nove themto the punp. The fina
site is XYZ and again this is a site of jet fuel |eaks during the 1960's
through the 1980's. This is the punp station, it has eight (8) 50 thousand
gallon tanks in the ground and a nunmber of valves in here, several of which
have fail ed over the course of 20 years at various tines.

The objective of this project is to renove floating product and to renove
the potential for migration of this product thereby contaninating additiona
soil and groundwater. W will sanple and anal yze the product that is
renoved, and will also use the data to evaluate and select future
groundwat er and soil cleanup technologies. This is a site nmap of the Base
that shows you where the four sites are. You see that ST 5 and SS 27 are at
or near the aircraft parking apron those are where the general fuel |eaks
were. WP 14 and LP 18 were landfills. LF 18 's off the golf course and the
ot her one's at the hamrer head.

We | ooked at three different alternatives for selecting one for the
proposal . The first alternative we | ooked at was no action. This
alternative is required by law to be evaluated and was not sel ected because
there is free product there and sonme action had to be taken. The next
alternative we | ooked at was Bio-renmediation, this is where we introduce

m croorgani sns that will destroy the hydrocarbons. This was not sel ected
agai n because floating product was not the ideal situation where you want to
renmove the floating product before you introduce the m croorganisns or
bacteria. The third area we | ooked at was to punp or hand bail the
monitoring wells, this is the area we've selected to present as our proposed
pl an for renoval of hydrocarbon product. The reason we know the hydrocarbon
product is there is because we detected it by our nonitoring wells.

I'"d like to cover a few future environnmental initiatives. As lIsaid before
we're getting ready to undertake a base wi de renedial investigations and



feasibility study. W hope to be underway by August of this year. In
addition to that we're doing quarterly nonitoring well surveys to determ ne
el evations of water over a period of tinme that will tell us the direction
the ground water is flowi ng, we're doing ecol ogical assessnents,
archaeol ogi cal assessnents, and a nunber of other activities. This is al

| eading to renediation -culmnation of a nunmber of projects sonme of those
are listed below here. W're |ooking at groundwater renediation program at
a site called T1. W expect to be started on that in Septenber of 1992 and
continue at a steady pace. Looking at a soil renediation project for a

drai nage ditch at DD-1. W have the 2 mllion dollar- the approved 2
mllion dollar Underground Storage Tank Repl acement project which will also
have a contaminated soil project associated with it in case there is any
encountered. The jet-fuel hydrant system| told you about earlier that's an
approved project for 15 nillion dollars to replace that hydrant system And
we're working on a landfill remediation at an additional four sites and this
is to cap and renove contam nation at other landfills. That concludes ny
briefing and at this time I'"mgoing to turn back over to Capt Ceisel who'l

i ntroduce the panel and open it up to questions.

Capt CGeisel: Before | ask the panel to come up let nme just explain how we
do this, we'll have a panel...who' Il answer your questions and so forth on
the renedi ati on of these other sites. |If you could if you have a question

I'd like to hear you state your nanme and if you're representing an

organi zati on pl ease also state that organi zation and if you could we'd like
you to go to the m ke we need to provide a public record of this neeting and
we are recording it will enable us to make sure we have an accurate record
of the neeting. So if |I could ask you to do that - state your nane, the
organi zation if in fact your are representing an organi zation, and go ahead
and ask your question. Additionally I1'd like to also have you limt it to
one question at a tine based on the nunber of people in here you can
probably ask if you have a several questions stay at the m ke and ask those
guestions. At this tine |I'd like the panel to cone forward pl ease. Take
your seats. At this tine I'll introduce the panel - to my far right is Dr
MIton Beck he is the Dover Air Force Base Project Manager, we have M Bruce
Beach he is the EPA project officer and we have M Robert Allen who is the
Dept of Natural Resources and Environnmental Control DNREC officer here
tonight and | guess Matt you will be also able to ask questions - if you
have specific questions about the briefing or sonething Matt Parker brought
up he will also be available to answer. So at this tinme we'll open it up to
questions and if uh we'll start.

Chris Zimerman: M nanme is Chris Zimrerman | |ive near Magnolia and you
spoke of the punping or bailing out of the nonitoring wells. \Were does the
water go fromthere?

Capt Geisel: You nean the bailed out product?

Chris Zimerman: Right.

Capt GCeisel: Ckay.

Dr MIton Beck: The product when it is renpoved fromthe nonitoring wells

will be stored and analyzed to determine if the product contains other toxic
materials. |If the free product contains other toxic materials, which is a



possibility especially at the two landfills, if indeed it does contain toxic
materials it would be disposed of as hazardous waste by Dover Air Force Base

through a |licensed contractor. |f the petrol eum product does not contain
hazardous materials then it can be disposed of, through a contractor, for
recycling and we anticipate that the majority of the product which will cone
fromthe two sites near the hydrant fueling systemw ||l be primarily jet
fuel. And we do not believe that it will contain hazardous materials butit
will be analyzed also to nake sure. If it is not considered hazardous it
will be sold - uh - disposed of through a contractor for recycling

Capt Geisel: Any further questions?

Chris Zimerman: Yes. O course as you know there is a large gravel pit
across the highway. Has there any contamnination been detected in that |arge
| ake of George & Lynch?

Dr. MIton Beck: W have not sanpled the water in that gravel pit. But we
do have nonitoring wells between the gravel pit on the East side of Rt 113
and we would be able to detect if materials are migrating fromthe Base
towards that highway.

Chris Zimerman: Any contam nation detected in the - | guess it's the first
maj or aqui fer bel ow the base?

Dr. MIton Beck: That would be the unconfined aquifer, the col unbia aquifer
and in sone areas on the Base yes, we have found contam nation.

Chris Zimerman: | guess ny last question for now is the contam nation, has
any of it reached any of the tributaries, wetlands of the St Jones or the St
Jones River itself?

Dr. MIton Beck: W have detected |ow | evels of sonme solvents in the snmall
tributary on the golf course which enpties into the St Jones River. The
levels as | recall that were detected are well below |levels that are within
the Surface Water Standards for the State of Delaware. There's probably
been sone discharge to the North drainage ditch which in turn enpties into
Little Creek or Pipe ElmBranch of the Little Creek. | don't think that the
| evel s that have been found there exceed any surface water standards.

Chris Zimerman: | can think of a few nore, but Il
Capt Geisel: Okay well then please come back up here then.

Chris Zimerman: You nentioned several landfilled sites. To thebest of
your know edge has an effort been made to identify every conceivable site on
t he Base?

Dr. MIton Beck: Yes, efforts have been made by going through records,

i nterviews of enployees that worked on base in years past, there has been a
rather extensive effort to try and | ocate every possible source of

contam nation that could be identified on the Base. Have we identified
everything? That remains to be seen. In the course of the renedia

i nvestigation that is going to be undergoing or starting this sumer. W
will be I ooking at ground water throughout the entire Base. And one of the



big efforts is | ooking at the ground water that would be nmigrating off the
Base to meke sure contanmination is not |leaving the Base. |In the course of
this investigation, it is possible that we would | ocate or identify
addi ti onal sources of contamination. |If we find contanination that seens to
be com ng froman area that we are unaware of, we will investigate that
further to see if there is or what the source m ght be.

Chris Zimerman: Initially you nentioned that the funding for this project
is a separate line itemfrom your operations.

Dr. MIton Beck: That is correct.

Chris Zimerman: |Is the funding for this cleanup - can the funds be
utilized by either the County or other Superfund cl eanups for instance
Wl dcat Landfill or the Landfill at Houston?

Dr. MIton Beck: No. The funds that are being used to clean up Dover Air
Force Base are funds that have been appropriated by Congress to the
Department of Defense under what is called The Defense Environnenta
Restorati on Account. DERA noney is used only for cleanup of past

contami nation problens or contam nation problens that originated prior to
1984 and it will be used only on active MIlitary Bases, Air Force, Arny,
Navy, whatever.

Chris Zimerman: Sone of you have been named as a contributor to a
hazar dous waste site on private property or county property. |s there a
mechani sm t hat Congress has set aside funding for that cleanup?

Dr. MIton Beck: Yes. As a matter of fact | think there's two there may be
nore but | know that there's two sites that Dover Air Force Base is
considered third party PRP. Which Dover Air Force Base through the Air
Force is contributing to the investigation and cl eanup of those sites. Now

as to the exact nechanismof that funding | don't know. |'mnot aware of it
because soneone el se handles that. |t isn't even handl ed at Dover Air Force
Base.

Matt Parker: That's a special pot of nobney, it is also DERA nobney. That
comes off and is handled, in our case by Airstaff, and as Air Force Bases,
whether it is Dover or any other Air Force Base, are identified as PRPs,
those funds are allocated for the investigation and cl eanup of those sites.

Capt Geisel: Are there any other questions?

Capt Geisel: For those of you who are nore bashful and chose not to go to
the m ke but might have sonme questions to ask on a personal note, the pane
will be available as well as Matt Parker followi ng the neeting for 15-20
m nutes or whatever is required to maybe answer sonme questions that you

m ght have that you didn't want to bring up in the public forum |[If there
are no further questions, and again I'Il ask again | don't want to - we're

not trying to cut this short by any neans. W're here to answer the
gquestions that you might have, but if there are no questions, it's stil
dayl i ght outside and go outside and enjoy the evening. W'Il go ahead and
adjourn this public neeting and like | said the panel will be available to
answer sone questions you mght have. No further questions?



Dr. MIton Beck: It might be nentioned that if you have conments that you
wish to make in witing they can be accepted by Dover Air Force Base upunti
July 27.

Capt Geisel: And they can be directed to either Dr. MIton Beck that is in
the Environnmental Planning OFfice of Dover Air Force Base and the zip code
for that is 19901...02 -1'msorry 19902. And that was in the public notice
wi |l appear in the newspaper and a record of this neeting will be placed in
our depository. No further questions? This public neeting is adjourned.

APPENDI X B
STATE OF DELAWARE CONCURRENCE LETTER

STATE OF DELAWARE

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

& ENVI RONMENTAL CONTROL

DI VI SION OF AIR & WASTE MANAGEMENT
89 KI NGS HI GHWAY

P O BOX 1401

DOVER, DELAWARE 19903

OFFI CE OF THE
DI RECTOR

TELEPHONE: (302) 739-4764
Sept enber 30, 1992

M. Edwin B. Erickson (3RA00)
Regi onal Adm ni strator

U. S EPA Region I

841 Chestnut Buil ding

Phi | adel phia, PA 19107

Dear M. Erickson:

This letter is to officially express DNREC s concurrence with the Record of
Deci sion for recovery of floating waste at sites WP 14 (D-4) and LF 18 (D
10) at Dover Air Force Base. As you know, DNREC has provided review and
conment on the drafts of this document.

We |l ook forward to the inplenentation of this interimrenedial action, which
we believe is an inportant first step in remediating the ground water

probl enms at the base, and in providing effective protection of human health
and the environnent.

Si ncerely,

Phillip G Retallick
Director, Division of Air and Waste Managenent

PGR RJA: rja
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